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WAD23–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility at
Hanford.  DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its
current high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford
was taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus
plutonium disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and
DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or
other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

WAD23–2 Cost

Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and the environmental
cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts allocated by
the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably.

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration.  The Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and the Plutonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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I oppose the MOX facility at the Hanford  Site for the
folowing reasons:

1. Politically impossible to get approval in PacNW, the delays
& ill-will would threaten the DOE itself.

2.Other than WPPSS who would burn the fuel?  Transport out
of here would be impossible

3. Other states (TX or SC) actually want the project, and have
powerplants close by to burn it.

4. This dilutes the basic mission at the Hanford Site, which
should be to “clean it up and shut it down”, period.

1

WD005–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the MOX facility at
Hanford.  DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its
current high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford
was taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus
plutonium disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and
DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or
other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.
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WAD19–1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the Governor’s concern that Tri-Party Agreement
commitments be met before new programs at Hanford be initiated.  As stated
in Chapter 5, it is DOE’s policy to conduct its operations in an environmentally
safe manner in compliance with all applicable statutes, regulations, and
standards, which include the Tri-Party Agreement.

WAD19–2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the Governor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford.  DOE believes that Hanford’s
efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission.
The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in
identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to consider
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that are
compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.

WAD19–3 DOE Policy

Section 4.32.1 takes into consideration existing missions (e.g., cleanup at
Hanford) at candidate sites, as well as analyzes the potential cumulative
impacts of surplus plutonium disposition activities and other programs’ current
(as well as past and reasonably foreseeable future) activities at the sites.
DOE’s various program offices individually develop strategic planning
documents for their programs.  For example, the Office of Environmental
Management, whose mission is to manage the HLW and spent nuclear fuel,
recently issued Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure (DOE/EM-0362,
June 1998).
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WAD24–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility in
FMEF at Hanford.  DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused
on its current high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at
Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus
plutonium disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and
DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or
other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in
regard to the use of existing facilities.

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as
a fuel source.  In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration.  The Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and the Plutonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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WAD17–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford.  DOE has prepared this SPD EIS
in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the
related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508
and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).  The primary objective of the EIS is a
comprehensive description of proposed surplus plutonium disposition actions
and alternatives and their potential environmental impacts.  DOE has analyzed
each environmental resource area in a consistent manner across all the
alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the alternatives and among
the candidate sites for surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  Section 2.10.2
describes Alternative 6B which involves collocating the pit conversion and
MOX facilities in FMEF and Section 4.11 presents the potential environmental
impacts.

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities.  However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard
to the use of existing facilities.

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for response.  The Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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MD246–1 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

A pit is made of plutonium, which consists mainly of the isotope
plutonium 239.  Pit plutonium can contain trace amounts of a variety of
hazardous impurities such as beryllium and lead.  These contaminants are
expected to remain entrained in the plutonium dioxide material.  The very low
levels of contaminants do not adversely affect the immobilization and MOX
approaches, and inclusion of the polishing step in the MOX facility would
remove much of the contaminants.  Some pits may also be contaminated with
tritium, a radioisotope of hydrogen which can be removed by heating the pit
material in a vacuum furnace to drive off the tritium gas.  Another element
which may be present in pit plutonium at low levels, but above trace amounts,
is gallium, which is added as an alloying agent.  Because high levels of
gallium may adversely affect MOX fuel performance, it is largely removed
during the pit conversion process, as discussed in Section 2.4.3.2.  The pit
conversion process would generate some LLW and TRU waste and a very
small amount of mixed LLW and hazardous waste.  These wastes include
spent filters, used containers and equipment, paper and cloth wipes, protective
clothing, shielding, solvents, and cleaning solutions.  In general, these wastes
contribute to less than 4 percent of the existing wastes at all the candidate
sites and would be handled as part of the site waste management practice.
A description of waste generation and management is provided in
Appendix H.

MD246–2 MOX Approach

Although no U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-based
fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily accommodate
a partial MOX core.  Therefore, DOE conducted a procurement process to
acquire MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services.  As a result of this
procurement, DOE identified Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna as the
reactors proposed to irradiate MOX fuel as part of the proposed action in this
SPD EIS.  In accordance with a stipulation of its RFP for MOX Fuel Fabrication
and Reactor Irradiation Services, these are new reactors, that is, reactors
whose operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus
plutonium disposition program.  The selected team, DCS, would have to
apply for a reactor operating license amendment for each individual reactor
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before it can use MOX fuel.  For this amendment, the licensee would have to
demonstrate that all safety, testing, and environmental impacts have been
addressed as well as complete the public hearing process.  In addition, NRC
would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of both the
MOX facility and the commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel to ensure
adequate margins of safety.  Section 4.28 was revised to provide
reactor-specific analyses and discuss the potential environmental impacts of
using a partial MOX core during routine operations and reactor accidents.

MD246–3 Waste Management

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concerns regarding waste generation
and management.  Waste streams that would be generated by the pit
conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities are detailed in the Waste
Management sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix H.  As described
in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be produced by
using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial reactors.  Spent
fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to change
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU
assemblies.  Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fraction
of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository.

The transportation requirements for the surplus plutonium disposition
program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.  The shipment of waste will be
done in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997).

The production of tritium in a commercial light water reactor is being evaluated
in a separate DOE EIS, Final EIS for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial
Light Water Reactor (DOE/EIS-0288, March 1999).

In choosing reactors to use the MOX fuel fabricated under the surplus
plutonium disposition program, DOE looked at the criteria of reactor age.
DOE chose only reactors whose planned operating life extended through the
full life cycle of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

YOUNG, TIM , ET AL .
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MD246–4 Human Health Risk

DOE and NRC are committed to protecting the health and safety of the
public.  This includes designing, constructing, and operating DOE- and
NRC-regulated facilities (e.g., domestic, commercial reactors) in such a way
as to continually provide a level of safety and reliability that meets or exceeds
established standards.  DOE and commercial reactors also have plans and
programs for the safe management and ultimate disposal of their nuclear
waste.  Section 4.28 addresses the issue of waste generation by those
domestic, commercial reactors designated to irradiate MOX fuel.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in the spent fuel portion of
response MD246–3.

MD246–5 Transportation

DOE anticipates that transportation of plutonium pits, nonpit plutonium,
MOX fuel, and HEU (i.e., special nuclear materials) required to disposition
surplus plutonium would be done through the DOE Transportation
Safeguards Division using SST/SGTs as described in Appendix L.3.2.  The
shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial carriers
would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes and
specific processing locations would be discussed.  These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials.  For emergency response
planning, all shipments are coordinated with appropriate law enforcement
and public safety agencies.  If requested, DOE will assist these officials with
response plans, and, if necessary, with resources in accordance with DOE
Order 5530.3.  DOE has developed and implemented a Radiological Assistance
Program to provide assistance in all types of radiological accidents.  Through
this coordination and liaison program, DOE offers in-depth briefing at the
State level.

The transportation of depleted uranium oxide and waste (i.e., non-special
nuclear materials) would be done using commercial carriers.  Nuclear material
shipments must comply with both NRC and DOT regulatory requirements.
Appendix L.3.3 provides details on the transportation of this type of materials
and the transportation route selection process.  DOT routing regulations
require that shipments of radioactive material be transported over a preferred
highway network including interstate highways, with preference toward
bypasses around cities, and State-designated preferred routes.

YOUNG, TIM , ET AL .
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The dates and times that specific transportation routes would be used for
special nuclear materials are classified information; however, the number of
shipments that would be required, by location, has been included in this
SPD EIS.  Additional details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition
Program SST/SGT Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998),
which is available on the MD Web site at http:\\www.doe-md.com.

MD246–6 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ opposition to the MOX approach and
support for the immobilization approach to surplus plutonium disposition.

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel.  The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel).  The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.  The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased.  If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.  The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose
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operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate report, Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the cost and schedule estimates
for each alternative, was made available around the same time as the
SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs
and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either
approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

MD246–7 DOE Policy

It is DOE’s policy that plutonium shipments must comply with applicable
DOT and NRC regulatory requirements.  The highway routing of nuclear
material is systematically determined according to DOT regulations 49 CFR 171
through 179 and 49 CFR 397 for commercial shipments.  Transportation of
special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s
SST/SGT system.  Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation
Safeguards Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported
DOE-owned cargo over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no
accidents causing a fatality or release of radioactive material.  As indicated in

YOUNG, TIM , ET AL .
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Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from
radiological exposures or vehicle emissions would be expected for any of the
surplus plutonium disposition alternatives proposed at the candidate sites.
A description of the transportation activities is given in Section 2.4.4.
Transportation risks and steps to mitigate the risks are analyzed in Chapter 4
of Volume I and Appendix L.

YOUNG, TIM , ET AL .
PAGE 7 OF 7
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MD002–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

IAEA serves as the world’s intergovernmental forum for scientific and technical
cooperation in the nuclear field, as well as the international inspector for the
application of nuclear safeguards and the verification measures covering
civilian nuclear programs.  This includes verifying compliance with
international nonproliferation policies.  IAEA would monitor the surplus
plutonium disposition program activities except those involving classified
activities.  Domestic, commercial reactors that would use MOX fuel are already
subject to IAEA inspection.

IAEA also has a Radioactive Waste Safety Standards Programme and an
International Waste Management Advisory Committee.  DOE’s Office of
Environmental Management represents the United States on this committee,
which oversees and directs the activities of RADWASS.  RADWASS has
produced standards for construction, operation, and closure of disposal
facilities; standards for decommissioning nuclear power plants and nuclear
research facilities; and standards for deriving cleanup levels for contaminated
land areas.  IAEA also provides an international peer review service for
radioactive waste management, the Waste Management Assessment
and Technical Review Program.  Information on these programs can be
found on the IAEA Web site for radioactive waste management at
http://www.iaea.or.at/worldatom/inforesource/annual/anr9404.html.

MD002–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

It is not possible to have every potential source of information about plutonium
disposition in each DOE reading room.  Therefore, DOE strives to have, as a
minimum, a copy of each of its environmental documents (e.g., this SPD EIS).
For cases in which a document is not available, the DOE reading room staff
will attempt to obtain a copy or provide information on how a copy can
be obtained.
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